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Abstract 
Ulu Klang is prone to landslide and has recorded several life-taking cases. Its hilly areas are unstable mainly because 
of the terrain formations, human activities and heavy rainfalls. Looking at the cognitive behaviour, this study 
landslides and their response after the tragedies. The findings suggested that respondents were well informed with the 
past landslide tragedies and the probability of incoming threats, but they choose to remain in their neighbourhood due 
to their own reasons. This study believed that this decision was very much related cognitive 
behaviour. 
© 2013 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd. Selection and peer-review under responsibility of the Association of 
Malaysian Environment-Behaviour Researchers, AMER (ABRA Malaysia). 
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1. Introduction 
Ever since Kuala Lumpur has become the focal point for economic activities in Malaysia and later on 
becoming the Capital City of Malaysia, property development in Klang Valley, which Kuala Lumpur is 
the subset of (located in) Klang Valley has marked various achievements contributed by its rapidness and 
* Corresponding author. Tel.: +6- 019-207 3579; fax: +6 -.03-5544 4353. 
E-mail address: ahmadshazrin@salam.uitm.edu.my. 
Available online at www.sciencedirect.com
© 2013 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd. Open access under CC BY-NC-ND license.
Selection and/or peer-review under responsibility of the Association of Malaysian Environment-Behavior Researchers, 
AMER (ABRA malaysia).
380   Ahmad Shazrin Mohamed Azmi et al. /  Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences  101 ( 2013 )  379 – 393 
theories and has benefited its neighbouring areas in economics, socio, infrastructures and property 
developments. Klang Valley has enjoyed the spilled over from Kuala Lumpur and make some areas in 
Klang Valley as the most targeted for people to reside. Thus inviting vast opportunities for residential 
developments due to exceptionally high demand for shelters. 
The demands for shelters are always available in the market and make property developers never stop 
looking for new areas to supply the residential properties in Klang Valley. However, Klang Valley is not 
a flat land, its geography is characterised by hills, mountains, valleys, rivers, limestone, caves, etc. These 
bring challenges for developers to find suitable development areas. Limited options would make them 
looking for alternatives. Using all their technical knowledge and available technologies, these developers 
encroach high lands at the hilly areas. The actions sometimes went overboard and destroyed the natures. 
History has recorded several landslide cases in the area of Ulu Klang and claimed many casualties and 
losses. However, the residents of affected areas were remained in their neighbourhood despite realizing 
the area may experience another or few more landslide cases, which definitely may bring hazards to their 
life. So, the question is why residents at these landslide prone areas do not want to move out? What 
influenced them to remain in their current neighbourhood? The fact that the residents do not want to move 
out has become inconsistent with normal circumstances that suggest the likelihood of people outflows 
from the affected areas. The property demand for that particular areas will become weak and thus 
affecting the property price. A study in two prominent countries by Eves (2004) has revealed the 
consequences of natural disaster (flood) to the property value would significantly dropped after certain 
occurrence. Consistent with study by Eves (2004), property price in Bukit Antarabangsa was also dropped 
after the landslide tragedies, and no property transaction was recorded during the recovery period which 
may took between three to six months. But, people tend to forget the tragedy and problems associated 
with the landslide until another occurrence. This action is related to people cognitive behaviour that 
influences the way they process the information and make decisions. This study is intended to seek the 
cognitive behaviour of respondents towards living in the landslide prone area. This study is using the 
simple questionnaire approach as a medium to find  behaviour about the subject matters.  
2. Background of Ulu Klang 
The distance of Ulu Klang from the city centre of Kuala Lumpur is approximately 10 kilometres, 
which easily connected by a few major roads and public transports. It becomes one of the hot spot for 
people to conduct economic activities and live mainly due to its facilities, connectivity and matured 
neighbourhoods. The residential developments in Ulu Klang has started sinc
explored for people settlements, rubber plantations and agriculture activities long before that. The demand 
for its land has steadily increased consistent with the rapid development of Kuala Lumpur. The location is 
good for living and suitable to conduct economic activities. The topography of Ulu Klang is generally an 
undulating area and mountainous at the northern and eastern areas which form parts of Titiwangsa 
Mountain Range. Thus, brings engineering challenges to the developments, as many geotechnical aspects 
need to be considered in the construction processes. Wrong calculation or approach would turn the 
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Fig. 1. a) Topography of Klang Valley; b) Location of Ulu Klang 
Source: Google Map (2013)  
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3. Landslide tragedies 
Malaysia has recorded quite a number case of landslides and casualties, but the collapse of Highland 
Tower in 1993 has become an eye opener for public and policy makers on the needs for proper policies, 
technical agencies, rescue support teams and remedial actions dealing with landslide cases as well as the 
preventive measures. With the average of 100 cases annually (estimation of reported and unreported 
cases) and over 600 deaths recorded since 1961, people are being warned beforehand and were told to 
prepare for the worst.  
 
           
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Fig. 2. Highland Tower tragedy 
Source: The National Slope Master Plan (2009-2023) 
 
Public Works Department (PWD) of Malaysia has identified and keeps monitoring the slopes and 
landslide prone areas. The main attention is to prevent the peril of landslides, which may cause damage to 
properties or fatality. Public awareness campaign also has been carried out to alert, educate and invite 
public participation in monitoring the signs of landslides before it is happened. Landslide is difficult to be 
predicted or controlled because Malaysia receives heavy rainfall every year and become as one of the 
factors for slopes weakening because rainwater can penetrate into soils or seep through the cracked 
stones.  
Landslides normally happened due slope failures, which can be triggered by various factors, and many 
of the cases happened at the man-made slopes in the developed areas (Gue & Tan, 2006). Studies and 
literatures on landslide occurrence in Malaysia were pointing out few factors and can be classed into two 
major factors (Refer Table 1). 
Table 1. Factors for landslide occurrence according to literatures 
Natural factors Human factors 
Heavy prolonged rainfall with uncontrolled surface 
runoff  
Change of underground water level 
Change slope geometry 
Geomorphological factors  
Geological and geotechnical factors  
Hydrological factors  
Climatic factors  
Vegetation cover 
Human Activities  
Design errors,  
Construction errors,  
Negligence,  
Incompetence,  
Lack or poor slope maintenance,  
Unethical practice and  
Various negative human attitudes 
Source: Gue & Tan (2006); Jamaludin & Ali (2011); Lee & Pradhan (2006); Mohamad et al. (2008) 
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According to The National Slope Master Plan (NSMP 2009-2023), Kuala Lumpur has become the 
most landslide-prone areas with 19.2% of nationwide reported cases, followed by Selangor (16.6%), 
Perak (13.4%) and Pahang (12.3%). Ulu Klang has become as one of the high risk areas in Klang Valley 
with numerous landslide tragedies. 
 
a)  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
b) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Fig. 3. a) Landslides cases according to States in Malaysia from 1973 to 2007; b) Landslide cases based on geomorphology in 
Malaysia from 1973 to 2007 
Source: The National Slope Master Plan (2009-2023) 
 
384   Ahmad Shazrin Mohamed Azmi et al. /  Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences  101 ( 2013 )  379 – 393 
Selangor State Government in 2008 has identified 14 hillside areas at risk of landslides Fig. 3(b) shows 
the landslide cases according to geomorpology or the classification of the area according to The National 
Slope Master Plan (NSMP 2009-2023). The NSMP 2009-2023 has revealed that most of the landslide 
cases were happened at the developed areas and concentrated at the foothills of the Titiwangsa Range. 
This can be understood as the developments had touched the slopes and changed the natural forms of the 
hills. Thus, intrigued for natural disturbance and imbalance. 
namely as Bukit Antarabangsa, Ukay Heights, Taman Hijau, Taman Hillview, Dataran Ukay, Taman 
Melawati, Ukay Perdana, Taman Kemensah, Taman TAR, Bukit Sungai Putih, Bukit Teratai, Bukit 
Permai, Taman Saga, Taman Mega and Bukit Segar (Meikeng et al., 2008). Among recorded landslide 
cases in Ulu Klang Since 1985  2012 are presented in Table 2 below: 
Table 2. List of landslide tragedies in Ulu Klang 
No. Years Location Damages 
 1985 Taman Melawati, Jalan G1 Two new un-occupied double storey houses collapsed at 8.50 a.m. during 
heavy downpours  
 Dec 1993 Highland Towers Killing 48 people when building in the Block 1 collapsed 
 May 
1999 
Athenaeum Tower, Bukit 
Antarabangsa 
Landslide occurred at 5.20 a.m. and cut off the only access road to the 
hilly residential area. 
 Oct 2000 Bukit Antarabangsa 
 
A landslide occurred at Jalan Bukit Antarabangsa during heavy 
downpours, but no casualty was reported 
 Nov 
2002 
Taman Hillview The double storey bungalow owned by a retired General Chairman of 
Affin Bank, Tan Sri Ismail Omar, was collapse due to landslides 
 May 
2006 
Kampung Pasir, Taman 
Zooview 
4 people including 2 children were killed when they were buried alive in 
a landslide, that flattened three blocks of longhouses at 4.45 p.m. 
 Oct 2007 Taman Melawati, Jalan H1 
and H5 
A kindergarten at Jalan H1 was involved in a landslide triggered by heavy 
rain. 
 6 Dec 
2008 
 
Bukit Antarabangsa Massive landslide occurred at 3.30 a.m. covering more than 10 acres and 
destroyed 14 bungalows. 14 people were injured, 93 people have been 
rescued and 5 people were dead. Affecting 5000 residents of Bukit 
Antarabangsa. 
 19 Sept 
2009 
Bukit Antarabangsa Minor landslide at 5.30pm following heavy rainfall for a few days. A car 
was partially buried. 
 
Apart from above listed landslide cases in Ulu Klang, other reported landslides cases in Klang Valley 
also have been presented in Table 3 below: 
Table 3. List of recently landslide tragedies in Klang Valley  
No. Years Location Damages 
1. 19 January 
2006 
Taman Desa, Kuala 
Lumpur 
One Indonesian construction worker death while working on some 
iron beam foundations. 
2. 15 October 
2008 
Pinggir Bukit Segar, 
Cheras 
One family has to evacuate their house after the landslide. 
3. 17 October 
2008 
Ganesan Quarry, Hulu 
Langat 
Two Indonesians were buried alive by tonnes of sand in a landslide at 
the quarry. 
4. 19 October 
2008 
Sungai Kayu Ara, Petaling 
Jaya 
Four families have to evacuate their house after the landslide. 
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5. 4 December 
2008 
Jalan Semantan, Kuala 
Lumpur 
A retaining wall of a car park was collapsed in the landslide due to 
soil erosion at an adjacent hill. Six cars were buried and other five 
vehicles were damaged. 
6. 12 February 
2009 
Jalan Ceylon, Persiaran 
Raja Chulan 
Two Indonesian workers were buried at the construction site while 
carrying out drilling works. One of the victims died. 
7. 4 November 
2009 
KM13 of Jalan Ipoh in 
Selayang 
Landslide happened at 2.45am and covering three-lane road leading 
to Rawang from Selayang. 
8. 18 November 
2009 
 
Cheras Awana A landslide occurred nearby the flats dwelling at 2.30pm after 
rainfall and destroyed three cars and a motorcycle. The occurrence 
forced 10 families to evacuate their flats. 
9. 21 May 2011 Madrasah Al-Taqwa 
Orphanage in 14th Mile, 
Hulu Langat 
The landslide was occurred at about 2.30pm and 16 orphans were 
killed in that tragedy. 
10. 8 November 
2012 
Taman Esplanade, Bukit 
Jalil 
Landslide damages two houses together with a 100 metres stretch of 
the Kuyuh River banks. 
11. 15 November 
2012 
Ampang Look Out Point, 
Jalan Ampang-Hulu 
Langat  
The landslide was happened at the evening, which preliminarily 
sighted as soil erosion suspected due to water seeping through the 
sewerage system. 
12. 26 November 
2012 
Taman Desa Sentosa, Hulu 
Langat 
Minor rockslide endangered four occupants of the Perkid Welfare 
Home for girls. 
13. 29 November 
2012 
Jalan Kerchau, near 
Semenyih Dam 
Landslide near Semenyih dam caused a road to collapse causing 3 
vehicles to plunge into the reservoir slope. 
14. 28 December 
2012 
Puncak Setiawangsa 60 metres high retaining wall was collapsed together with the rear 
portion of a house. The house later has been demolished to reduce 
the burden on the hill edge. 
 
With the extensive list of occurrence or tragedies in Klang Valley specifically in Ulu Klang, landslide 
is regarded as critical natural disaster. After a number of tragedies, most people, not necessarily people 
who live in Ulu Klang, are aware about the probability of landslides to occur in this place and its 
consequences. However, not many of the residents in that area have moved out to more secure place. 
Only those who were directly involved in previous tragedies would take proactive action to leave 
willingly and not because the order from authority. 
4. Cognitive behaviour 
This study believed that most of the respondents, if not the whole population, were viewing the 
problems associated to landslide tragedies and analysing the situations. It is undeniable that some 
residents have already left that place due to security reasons, but still many of them were remained in 
their place. The process to judge the situation and make the decision were mainly based on available 
information and their ability to understand the critical situations and problems related to it. Normally the 
severity of the tragedy and recovery process were become the most influential factors. Nirupama  (2012) 
has mentioned that victims normally need full supports during the disaster recovery process from the 
responsible authority and society where the theory would suggest of using the Access to Resources (ATR) 
model or Pressure and Release (PAR) model which would help the victim to cope better with the 
situations. The Access to Resources (ATR) model has suggested that victims may find or look for 
opportunity to cope or recover from the disaster which would see the victims to become dynamic in 
changing decisions, options, budget, access profiles and choices (Nirupama, 2012). This action is actually 
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very much explained by the Cognitive Behaviour theories. Eroglu et al., (2001) stated that cognitive is 
referring internal mental processing which concern on how information is acquired, processed, retained 
and retrieved with the blend of attitude, beliefs, attention, comprehension, memory and knowledge. In 
short, it describes how people interpret the information and respond.  
Stapleton (2013) further elaborated that cognitive behaviour as a result of dynamic behaviour between 
the affective components and information in underpinning the perception, action and anticipation. Walter 
& Kästner (2012) have explained the concept of cognitive as computational processes and represent it, 
which of course in the context of human being, would happen in the human brain based on available input 
and represented it as an output in the form of behaviour. They also have discussed the cognitive extension 
in two (2) forms, the dynamic and natural; dynamic is about changes of behaviour according to 
environment meanwhile the natural follows the embodied and embedded approaches that relate to 
 process to represent 
their behaviour. Cognitive behaviour may response to emotion and stimuli, where in any environment, 
stimuli will make people to approach (action of attracted into something) or showing avoidance behaviour 
as to reject something (Kim & Lennon, 2010)
experience and expectation without excluding the diversity of cultures which may induce different 
perceptions, interpretations and reflections (Rahe, 2009). 
Our cognitive system anticipates, assimilates and adapts. It is able to anticipate the consequences in the 
future when we select the action, change our process and adapt into the environment. In the process, we 
always learn and develops our anticipatory ability, just to understand how things going to be and how 
should we act. We may refer to our experience from the past and consider the necessary actions. Then 
assimilate or modify subsequent expectation before we change or adapt to what does actually happen 
(Vernon et al., 2007; Vernon, 2010). The anticipatory ability would develop into affective prediction, 
where Stapleton (2013) linked the prediction with the value or relevancies of an object or its class. 
Meaning, prediction does not necessarily a process of compiling the details until become a whole object, 
because, brain able to grasp the gist of the situation from the beginning and becomes more detail or 
accurate through the recurrences or repetitive processes, which then maneuver the brain to control our 
cognitive responses.  
Rahadi et al. (2012) has stated that consumer behaviour on residential products has been influenced by 
at least six (6) theories. All of these theories have discussed the elements, variables and factors 
influencing of how people choose their residential properties. Even the discussions may be long, but deep 
inside it, the theories were silently centred to human value. If we can generalise all the elements 
mentioned in the theories, we can say that the selection of the house was made according to people 
cognitive state where people may make decisions based on their perceived value. Sometimes, people are 
willing to compromise on something just to enjoy the benefits of others, which in case of residential 
property, people may attach to some place just not because they do not have any choices, but the place 
has everything to offer, which can satisfy their needs (Azmi et al., 2012).  So that, people may respond 
according to what the best that their mind can decide based on information from surround environment, 
belief, experience and internal consciousness. 
5. Methodology 
This study is categorized as qualitative research as it intended to study the cognitive or response of the 
residents at landslide prone areas. So the focus was mainly to seek reasons of why residents of Ulu Klang 
neighbourhoods remain to live in that area despite possible landslide hazards that they have. This is 
related to mind setting or factors embedded in their mind, which translated into actions. 
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For the purpose of this study, the data collection process was conducted mainly by questionnaires 
distributed to the residents in the selected Ulu Klang neighbourhoods. The survey is the most widely used 
as data gathering technique in the social science and related applied fields. Survey may produce 
information that is inherently statistical in nature. The questionnaire consists two parts namely 
mainly focussed on the demographic information of the respondents, meanwhile the second part of the 
questionnaire was structured to get information towards landslide experience, response and preferences 
from the respondents. 
For study areas, this study has identified five neighbourhoods in Ulu Klang that have histories of 
landslides or adjacent to landslide areas. The studied areas were as in Fig. 4: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
Fig. 4. Study areas 
 
Legend 
 
1. Taman Melawati 
2. Kemensah Heights 
3. Taman Zooview 
4. Taman Hillview 
5. Bukit Antarabangsa 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
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In the first round, the distribution of questionnaires was conducted by mail. A total of 2000 
questionnaires were distributed in the mailbox and asked the respondents to reply by post. However, the 
respond rate was extremely low after the given time frame ends. Then the distribution strategy has been 
changed. For the second round of distribution, the convenience sampling technique was adopted to get the 
respondents where the researchers have to hunt the respondents and wait for them to complete the 
questionnaire. Limited time frame, shortage of man power and difficulties to get a large number of 
respondents made this study has to settle with 95 respondents from all five neighbourhoods which 
obviously quite low. Nevertheless, the approach was quite success as some the respondents were sharing 
their experience about landslide. The shared information has been used to develop the understanding in 
this study. 
6. Limitations 
This study has its limitations. For instance, this study was managed to get only 95 respondents and was 
using the convenience sampling technique. This study has settled down with this total respondents and 
accepted all the shortage or weaknesses in the findings due to low number of respondents. Other than that, 
most of the respondents were not having direct experience with the landslides, thus making this study 
having difficulties to conclude actual reasons or cognitive behaviour of the victims. Most of the 
respondents do not live at the exact point of previous landslide tragedies, because the victims have 
already move out from that place and difficult to be traced. This study do not use any specific tool to 
measure the behaviour of the respondents. However, the survey able to provide an insight into the reasons 
of why the respodents choose to live in their current place. For this paper, this study only presents several 
findings which most related to cognitive behaviour or factors for decision making. 
7. Research findings 
7.1. Age profile  
Table 4. Age of respondents 
Age Frequency Percentage 
Below 20 years old 19 20.0 
21  30 years old 23 24.2 
31  40 years old 20 21.1 
41  50 years old 24 25.3 
Above 50 years old 9 9.5 
Total 95 100.00 
 
Total respondents in this study were 95 with various backgrounds and age. Table 4 illustrates the age 
profile of the respondents. Respondents age 31 and above were considered as able to make decision to 
themselves and also the decision maker for their family members. Meanwhile, respondents age 30 years 
and below were considered as still attached or lived with their their parents, so not holding a definitive 
power to make decisions for their family. They were only considered as the influential factor for any 
family decisions. But, without denying any group of respondents, this study was regarded all the answers 
received in the questionnaires as valuable information. This study believed that different respondents 
would have different set of cognitive responses and behaviours. 
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7.2. neighbourhoods
The respondents of the survey are those residents who live at the hilly areas of Hulu Kelang. About
25.3% of the respondents live in Bukit Antarabangsa, Taman Zooview (24.2%), Taman Melawati
(18.9%), Taman Hillview (15.8%) and Kemensah Heights (15.8%). As mentioned earlier, the respondents
were selected using the convenience sampling technique and subject to availability and willingness of the
respondents to participate in this study. The number of the respondents has not been controlled or set to
become equal in every neighbourhood. It is presented in Table 5.
Table 5. Current residential area of respondents
Current residential area Frequency Percentage
Bukit Antarabangsa 24 25.3
Taman Hillview 15 15.8
Taman Zooview 23 24.2
Taman Melawati 18 18.9
Kemensah Heights 15 15.8
Total 95 100.0
7.3. Duration of stay at current neighbourhood
Fig. 5 shows that 16% of the respondents lived in their neighbourhood for more than 20 years, 34%
were lived there in between 10-20 years, and 50% lived in less than 10 years in their neighbourhoods.
This indicates majority of the respondents have lived in Ulu Klang in less than 10 years, meaning the
decision to move into these neighbourhoods was made after a series of landslides tragedy and aware with
the incoming threats if they live in these neighbourhoods. When asked about their rationals of moving
into these areas, some of the respondents were mentioning two main reasons, first, not all areas in their 
neighbourhood were not stable or located at the edge of the hill, and secondly, was about the property 
price. They claimed that they were having difficulties to find a house that near to Kuala Lumpur with 
excellent facilities, amenities and road connections but at a reasonable price.
Fig 5. Respo duration of stay in Ulu Klang
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About the landslide, the respondents did consider the threats and risks that they were taking, but they 
believed they had done enough observation and study. So using the collected information, the
consideration was made with reasons and can be justified. If, the landslide happened to occur, they
strongly believed it will not in their backyard. For respondents who have lived in the studied areas for 
more than 20 years, they have listed down a few reasons of why they did not move out. First, their house
was not effected with the landslide or a distance away from the landslide areas; second, they
economically have stucked with the current house mortgage commitment and not planning to buy another 
house; third, house price at other areas were too high and cannot afford to buy; fourth, they feel
comfortable and safe after the authority has taken necessary actions to monitor and protect that area from 
landslides. This is consistent with what has been mentioned by Nirupama (2012) that affected population 
may change their decisions when the responsible authorities initiate disaster management plans which 
practicing disaster mitigation actions and concurrently enhancing public policy on life and moral 
rebuilding.
7.4. Respondents with landslide experience
This research shows some of the respondents have experience with landslides. The survey found 62%
of the respondents have no experience with landslides and 38% have experience with landslides as shown
in Fig. 6.
Fig. 6. Respondents with landslide experience
Majority of the respondents do not have experience with landslide, so they never face any losses or
problems related to landslides. Remembering the tragedy, those who experienced the landslides were
feeling uncomfortable with what they had gone through, even though their families and properties were 
safe during that time. Sharing their experiences, they have to evacuate their houses, walked through the
alternative roads carrying their belongings because the road was obstructed or disconnected, being placed 
at the temporary shelters and also to face the reality that they lost their families, relatives or friends.
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7.5. Feeling of respondents about living in landslide prone area
feeling about living in landslide prone area
Fig. 7 shows the feeling of respondents about living in landslide prone areas. The respondents have
given mixture feelings where 34.7% of the respondents were traumatised due to direct or indirect 
experience with the previous landslide tragedies in that area. They felt that the landslide can occur again 
and possibly threatening their life and properties. About 55.8% of the respondents felt unsecured with
their living place, but did not feel panic because they believed they live at more stable areas compared to
the areas that experienced the landslides. The unsecured feeling was just a thinking or feeling of 
probability of not being at the right place and may encounter troubles that could affect their normal
routines when the tragedy reoccurred. Meanwhile, 9.5% of the respondents felt panic about landslide due
to various reasons such as previous experience, location of their house, etc. They also panic because they
cannot do much on securing their living place or unable to move out from that area due to personal
reasons. Lastly, approximately 14.7% of respondents felt normal and did not think much about the perils
of landslide.
7.6. Reasons for living in current neighbourhood
When asked about the reasons for choosing current neighbourhood to live in, majority of the
respondents agreed that Ulu Klang is comfortable for living. The area is considered as complete and
mature in terms of its development. As shown in Table 6, 48.4% of the respondents have chosen
accessibility and amenities as their top reason of why they choose to live in their current neighbourhood.
This followed by location (44.2%). Other reasons were privacy (6.3%), green scenery (4.2%) and type of 
residential property (3.2%). With all these reasons, the respondents felt that these factors can offset the
risks of landslide. Furthermore, the location of their house was not exactly at the edge of the hill or on the 
previous landslide site. They also agreed that the authority has taken necessary actions to monitor the
slopes and conducting the disaster mitigation plan which they think very important to ensure the safety of 
the residents.
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Table 6. Reasons for living in current neighbourhood 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
8. Conclusions 
From the findings, most of the respondents were having their own justification in deciding and 
selecting their living place. Most of the respondents seems to be very firmed with their decisions to live in 
their current neighbourhoods despite these areas were prone to landslides. Experience may influence their 
decisions, but many of them were not directly involved in previous landside cases, so make them feel no 
urgency to move out from current place despite their unsecure feeling or some were traumatized. This 
study cannot be regarded as comprehensive to link the actions of the respondents with the theory of 
cognitive behaviour. However, it give an insight to what actually happened to respondents and why they 
decided to remain in their place. To conclude, it is safe to say that respondents have considered all the 
threats from the landslides, but they were also considering other things, which could be more influential 
in their decision making processes. The theory of cognitive behaviour can be considered as the basis of 
how the respondents think and response. The thinking process and decision making process can be more 
complexed to be determined. For further research, economic factor can be included as variable to justify 
the decision making process. Another aspect that can be looked into is how the authority and society help 
the victim to recover from the disaster and rebuild their life. The Access to Resources (ATR) Model and 
Pressure and Release (PAR) Model can be a starting point to view the Disaster Management practice in 
the country. 
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